RAMANUJA
synthesize them, goes to the concrete example of body and soul,
but actually sees in it both identity and difference and therefore
their synthesis. Ramanuja's eagerness to use a concrete example
for solving the problem may give rise to a difficulty. According to
the general Indian tradition, though the physical body cannot
exist without a soul, it is not admitted that the soul cannot exist
without a body. It may therefore be said that the body cannot
exist without a soul, though the soul can exist without a body.
Hence the relation of aprthaksiddhatva, or inseparability, is not
equal in both directions. With this agrees the general opinion
that, for Ramanuja, difference is primary and identity secondary.
He himself accepts Badarayana's view that in mukti the liberated
soul may or may not have a body.1 So far Ramanuja's system
also cannot be a thoroughgoing identity in difference. If it is
admitted that the soul can exist without a body, it can also be
maintained that the Brahman can exist without his body; which
means that the ground for difference vanishes.
Besides, the jiva in mukti does not really feel his identity with
the Brahman, according to Ramanuja, but perceives only that he
is as pure as the Brahman, that the latter is really his soul, and
that his thoughts and actions are controlled by it, though through
its grace he can enjoy everything. That is, the jiva actually feels
his difference from the Brahman. So from the standpoint of the
jiva and his experience, Ramanuja's position cannot be an
identity in difference. For, who is to feel the identity between the
energy and its possessor? It is only the external spectator. Thus
far Ramanuja's philosophy turns out to be a philosophy written
from the standpoint of a spectator, and is a deviation from the
general Indian tradition. There is a further difficulty due to
Ramanuja's understanding the relation between the jiva and the
Brahman in terms of the relation between body and soul, one an
unconscious and the other a conscious entity. It is not merely
due to our carrying the analogy on all fours. The unconscious
never thinks, and therefore cannot speculate about the relation
between the conscious and itself. It is some outsider that can
think of the relation. If the relation between the jiva and the
Brahman were really identity and difference at one and the
same time, the jiva should not be left in the position in which
Ramanuja places him in mukti. All that we say holds equally
well against the Panca ratra conception of the relation between
* Srlbhasyam, Vol. I, IV, 4, 2.
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